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1 . A request for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.114, including the fee set forth in 37 CFR 
1.17(e), was filed in this application after final rejection. Since this application is eligible for continued 
examination under 37 CFR 1:114, and the fee set forth in 37 CFR 1.17(e) has been timely paid, the 
finality of the previous Office action has been withdrawn pursuant to 37 CFR 1.114. Applicant's 
submission filed on 9/21/06 has been entered. 

Claim Objections 

The claimed phrase "different block sizes" finds no clear support in the specification as originally 

filed. 

Applicants' comments of 9/21/06 refer to page 20 at line 3 - corresponds to paragraph 54 of the 
corresponding PGPUB 2004/0034507. It is noted that this language refers to different sector sizes, not 
blocks. Claimed terminology must agree to that of the terminology used in the specification. Appropriate 
correction is required. 

Claim 12 is objected to under 37 CFR 1.75(c), as being of improper dependent form for failing to 
further limit the subject matter of a previous claim. Applicant is required to cancel the claim(s), or amend 
the claim(s) to place the claim(s) in proper dependent form, or rewrite the claim(s) in independent form. 
Again, dependent claim 12 does not further limit the method of claim 1 , but rather introduces a system 
thereto. This is improper dependent claim. Appropriate correction is required. 

As far as the claims are interpreted, the following rejections are made. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §103 
The text of those sections of Title 35, U.S. Code not included in this action can be found in a prior 
Office action. 

■ 

1. Claims 1,3-9 and 11-12 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Brewer 
et al further considered with either Yoshinaka or Hayashi and all further considered with Sasaki et al. 

Brewer et al discloses an optical disc information editing system for audio visual data, the ability 
of aligning audio sectors in accordance with a determination predicated upon a disclosed "tab error" - see 
abstract as well as col 1 line 1 to col. 5 line 20. The system's final operational parameters/operational 
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settings are appropriately control by the overall system desired result - i.e., aligning the audio 
sectors/frames accordingly. The examiner interprets frames as sectors. There is no clear disclosure with 
respect to the claimed "generating one or more metrics" as recited in claim 1 . 

Either Yoshinaka or Hayashi disclose in this environment, the ability of generating "metrics" in 
their disclosed decoding systems - see branch metrics calculation in Yoshinaka or the Viterbi decoder in 
Hayashi. 

It would have been obvious to modify the base system of Brewer et al with the above teaching 
from either of the secondary references, motivation is as discussed in either of the secondary references, 
the proper signal decoding capability and hence leading to correction of any misalignment of the audio 
sectors/information. 

With respect to the newly inserted terminology previously found in claim 2, the audio in Brewer et 
al is interpreted as an audio block. As noted in col. 7, lines 24 plus these are of variable size. 

Furthermore as further discussed/disclosed by Sasaki et al, audio blocks/sectors vary as the 
amount of information contained therein. Hence when reproduced the ability of having in the reading step 
the size variation is considered to logically follow, else the information would not be reproducible. 

With respect to claims 3,4,7 and 9, the amplitude difference is interpreted as present from either 
of the secondary references, i.e., the branch metric calculation of Yoshinaka or the Viterbi decoder of 
Hayashi. With respect to first and second bundle, the examiner interprets such as present by the 
discussion of the different types of audio information discussed in the primary reference to Brewer et al, 
i.e., "stereo" as provided basis for a first bundle (left of right channel) and a second bundle (right or left 
channel). 

With respect to claims 5,6, and 8, i.e., the position of the first and second bundle, the examiner 
further considers such a placement, i.e., as claimed immediately adjacent to be met by normal stereo 
audio recordings, i.e., a left and right channel are normally immediately adjacent to each other. 

With respect to claims 6 and 8 as they further recite control "one or more" operational settings, at 
least one is set by the overall combination of references as relied upon with the analysis of claim 1. 
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With respect to claim 1 1 the record medium in Brewer et al is interpreted as the claimed "machine 
readable". 

With respect to claim 12, the overall system of Brewer et al is interpreted as a "computer" system, 

1. e., a storage device - the appropriate record medium being used/accessed, and the execution unit - the 
processor thereto. 

Response to Arguments 

Applicant's arguments filed 9/21/06 have been fully considered but they are not persuasive. 

Applicants argue that although there is in Brewer et al, indication of variable sizes, there is no 
iterative reading capability disclosed. The examiner is not persuaded, because as noted in Brewer as 
well as the newly cited reference to Sasaki et al, the variation of the block size is predicated upon the 
amount of information to be contained/recorded. Hence as the block size varies, obviously in any reading 
capability/process/method such must be accounted for, else the information will not be reproduced 
properly. Hence the examiner concludes that such a limitation - i.e., the iteratively reading logically 
follows, i.e., would be obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art in order to read/reproduce the information 
correctly. 

The dependent claims fall accordingly. 

2. Claim 10 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over the art as applied to 
claim 1 as stated in paragraph 1 above, and further in view of well known RLLV or Huffman 
coding/decoding capabilities as further discussed in Sethuraman - see col. 1 lines 26-41. 

It would have been obvious to modify the base system as relied upon above in paragraph 8 with 
the additional teaching from Sethuraman, motivation is as disclosed/taught therein, for proper intra-frame 
coding/decoding. 

Response to Arguments 
The dependent claim falls with its respective parent claim for the reasons amplified above. 
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3. Claims 1 and 11-12 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103 (a) as being obvious over Ledermann 
further considered with either Yoshinaka or Hayashi and further considered with Shen et al and Sasaki et 

• al. ~ - - - ' ~ - - — 

Ledermann discloses an optical medium playback system in which information is read, a 
particular tonal signal - interpreted as the claimed "subset of audio content". Such subset is analyzed. 
There is no particular disclosure with respect to the remaining claimed limitation of generating one or 
more metrics of the drive accuracy based on such analysis. Although the system to Ledermann wants to 
detect "jitter" and such is predicated upon analyzing his subset of the audio content, there is no "metrics". 

Either Yoshinaka or Hayashi disclose in this environment, the ability of generating "metrics" in 
their disclosed decoding systems - see branch metrics calculation in Yoshinaka or the Viterbi decoder in 
Hayashi. 

It would have been obvious to modify the base system of Ledermann with the above teaching 
from either of the secondary references, motivation is as discussed in either of the secondary references, 
the proper signal decoding capability and hence leading to correction of any misalignment of the audio 
sectors/information. 

With respect to the newly introduce step as previously recited in claim 2, the examiner interprets 
the information read as a block of audio. Furthermore, the ability of having and detecting audio blocks of 
different sizes is well known as further taught by the Shen et al reference. Additionally, Sasaki et al also 
discloses such an ability in order to reproduce information of varying block sizes. 

It would have been obvious to modify the references to Ledermann and Yoshinaka or Hayashi 
with the additional teachings from Shen and Sasaki et al, motivation is to properly reproduce varying 
block sizes in order to properly reproduce such previous recorded/found on the record medium. 

With respect to claim 11, since a readable medium is part and parcel of the base reference, this 
limitation is met. This claim is interpreted as presented herein - i.e., a dependent claim, but see the 
above objection thereof. 

With respect to claim 12 it is met by the above combination, i.e., an optical media as a machine 
readable medium having the appropriate plurality of information recorded thereon, as when read - as 
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when desired to be used by a user - in the above overall system, appropriate one or more performance 
attributes/jitter for instance is appropriate quantifiably measured. 

Response to Arguments 

Applicant's arguments filed 9/21/06 have been fully considered but they are not persuasive. 

The examiner relies upon the rejection as stated above. 

The dependent claims fall accordingly with their respective parent claim. 

.4. Claims 3-9 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over the art as applied to 
claim 2 above as stated in paragraph 3 above, and further in view of Brewer et al and the secondary 
references to either Yoshinaka or Hayashi. 

In Brewer et al is interpreted as an audio block as well as stereo audio - i.e., a first and second 

bundle. 

* 

With respect to claims 3,4,7 and 9, the amplitude difference is interpreted as present from either 
of the secondary references, i.e., the branch metric calculation of Yoshinaka or the Viterbi decoder of 
Hayashi. With respect to first and second bundle, the examiner interprets such as present by the 
discussion of the different types of audio information discussed in the primary reference to Brewer et al, 
i.e., "stereo" as provided basis for a first bundle (left of right channel) and a second bundle (right or left 
channel). 

With respect to claims 5,6, and 8, i.e., the position of the first and second bundle, the examiner 
further considers such a placement, i.e., as claimed immediately adjacent to be met by normal stereo 
audio recordings, i.e., a left and right channel are normally immediately adjacent to each other. 

With respect to claims 6 and 8 as they further recite control "one or more" operational settings, at 
least one is set by the overall combination of references as relied upon with the analysis of claim 1. 

Response to Arguments 

Applicant's arguments filed 9/21/06 have been fully considered but they are not persuasive for the 
reason stated against the parent claim above. 
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The dependent claim falls with its respective parent claim, as noted above in paragraphs 3 and 4 

above. 

6. Claim 10 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over the art as applied to 
claim 1 as stated in paragraph 3 above, and further in view of well known RLL7 or Huffman 
coding/decoding capabilities as further discussed in Sethuraman - see col. 1 lines 26-41. 

With respect to claim 10, the ability of having inter-frame/sector control is considered met by the 
appropriate RLL or Huffman coding/decoding abilities for intra-frame alignment. 

It would have been obvious to modify the base system as relied upon above in paragraph 3 with 
the additional teaching from Sethuraman, motivation is as disclosed/taught therein, for proper intra-frame 
coding/decoding. 

Conclusion 

The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to applicant's disclosure. 
DeGroat et al is cited as illustrative of a channel quality detection system in this environment, using 
analysis of the information for appropriate generation of "metric" values in order to optimize the operation 
of the playback system - see the abstract for instance, and the discussion with respect to figures 4 and 8 
starting at cols. 1 1 line 49 till col 12 line 59 and col. 14 line 27-63. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the examiner should 
be directed to Aristotelis M. Psitos whose telephone number is (571) 272-7594. The examiner can 
normally be reached on M-F: 6:00 - 2:30. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's supervisor, 
Dwayne D. Bost can be reached on (571) 272-7023. The fax phone number for the organization where 
this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent Application 
Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications may be obtained from 
either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished applications is available through 
Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) 
at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a USPTO Customer Service Representative 
or access to the automated information system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272- 
1000. 
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